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REMARKS 

This amendment accompanies the filing of a Request for Continued Examination, and a 
request for a one-month extension of time and the applicable fees therefor. 

Responding to the Office Action of May 2, 2006, the indication of allowable subject 
matter in claims 8 and 13 is noted and appreciated. 

Claim 1 has been amended to more clearly distinguish it over the cited references. Claim 
1 now specifies that when the attachment element of the torque ami is in its installed position it 
has a fir st portion which is adjacent one side of the drill handle, a second portion which is 
adjacent the other side of the drill handle, and a third portion connecting the first and second 
portions. Nothing of the sort is found in the cited references. As the Examiner stated, Saltus- 
Werk (DE 3,939,016) does not show a torque arm. Pace 4,317,282 is cited for a torque arm 10, 
Applicant presumes the Examiner is referring to the pair of L-shaped side panels 12 in Pace as 
constituting a torque arm. It is believed there are two such side panels (note Col. 1, line 62 
which refers to a pair of side panels, and the reference to plural side panels in lines 64 and 67). 
Since the side panels are two separate elements, there is no third portion which connects first and 
second portions on either side of the handle, as called for in the amended claim L 

With regard to claim 3, the Examiner cites Figs. 1 and 2 of Pace '282, "the part that 
connects with the handle", as showing a hook. Applicant presumes the Examiner refers to the 
downwardly extending (as seen in Fig, 1 of Pace fi 282) portion of the side panel as the part that 
connects with the handle. In other words, we take it the Examiner refers to the part of the side 
panel 12 at or below the notch 14 as a hook. But there is no showing or teaching in Pace that this 
piece is anything other than a flat plate. Thus, it cannot have the hook construction called for in 
claim 3„ Even if the entirety of the side panel is considered to be a hook, due to its L-shape, that 
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hook does engage the handle of the drill, as called for in claim L Clearly, Pace '282 does not 
have a hook, as that term is used in the present application. Reconsideration of the rejection of 
claim 3 is requested. 

With regard to claim 4, Pace '282 gives no indication at all that the side panels 12 are 
adjustably fixed to his housing 16. Pace's disclosure is admittedly vague on this point but we 
submit the better conclusion is that the side panels 12 are screwed to the housing 16, Note Col 
1, line 66 states the housing 16 is secured by screws 17 between the side panels. Thus, there is 
no adjustability of the "torque ami" 12 to the housing as required by claim 4, We believe claim 
4 distinguishes over the cited references for this reason, in addition to those mentioned above 
with regard to claim 1 . 

The situation with regard to claim 5 is similar to that of claim 4, Pace '282 contains no 
teaching that his "torque arms" 12 are slidably connected to a torque arm clamp which is 
connected to the housing 16. Screws 17 in Pace provide no adjustment at all, other than to attach 
or allow detachment of the side panels to the housing. It is believed claim 5 is allowable for this 
reason. 

Claim 9 has been amended to further distinguish over Saltus-Werk (DE 3,939,016), The 
drive assembly of claim 9 is now recited in closed-ended form. Thus, the drive assembly has 
only a drive shaft, a first gear on the drive shaft, a main shaft, a second gear on the main shaft 
and in engagement with the first gear, and a drive gear on the main shaft and engageable with 
one of the cutting blades, Saltus-Werk (DE 3,939,016) has additional elements in its drive 
assembly that result in a more complex, costly construction than that of the amended claim 9, It 
has an extra set of reduction gears and at least one extra shaft, compared to the construction set 
forth in amended claim 9. It is believed claim 9 is now in allowable condition. 

Page 8 of 10 



Appl- Wo., 10/689, 414 

Amdt. Dated September 5, 2006 

Reply to Office Action of May 2, 2006 

Claim 18 has been amended to remove the phrase objected to under §112. Also, claim 18 
has been amended to distinguish it over the combination of Saltus-Werk (DE 3,939,016) and 
Bedinger 3,973,449. Berlinger '449 was cited for the use of three bearings on a shaft. Claim 1 8 
has now been amended to call for the drive assembly to include a first gear on a drive shaft and 
engaging a second gear on a main shaft. A drive gear is also mounted on the main shaft. The 
bear ings are located such that one of the bearings is between the second gear and the drive gear. 
This is not the case in Berlinger '449 which has only a single gear' 50 on the shaft 28, It is also 
pointed out that there is no indication in the references that one skilled in the art would think to 
combine these two references. It is submitted that the loads involved in cutting heavy cables are 
considerably greater than those of the wiper motor of Berlinger, Indeed, Berlinger' s preferred 
construction is his Figs, 1 and 2 that use a cantilevered pinion 50 because ordinarily that should 
be adequate in the environment of that device. We think the references are not properly 
combinable. But even if they are combined, the combination does not teach or suggest the 
construction now recited in amended claim 18. 

Claim 20 is resubmitted unchanged from the previous version. Reconsideration of the 
rejection based on anticipation by Saltus-Werk (DE 3,939,016) is respectfully requested. Claim 
20 calls for the cutting blades to be connected to the housing at a location which is laterally 
spaced from the drive shaft, Since Saltus-Werk (DE 3,939,016) does not include an end 
elevation view or a plan view, it is difficult to ascertain the lateral relationship between the 
cutting blades and the drive shaft. For this reason alone, Saltus-Werk (DE 3,939,016) camiot 
teach the claimed invention. However, the few hints Saltus-Werk (DE 3,939,016) does provide 
as to the lateral placement of the blades and drive shaft strongly suggest they are aligned with 
one another, not laterally spaced as called for in claim 20, First, note in the Figure that toothed 
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wheel 20 is broken away to reveal toothed wheel 22, which engages the cutting jaw 24. Thus, 
the cutting jaw is behind the gear 20, more than likely placing the cutting blades in line with the 
drive shaft 11, not laterally spaced from it as called for in claim 20, Similarly and even more 
tellingly, note that jaw 24 is behind a guide 27 and the guide itself is attached to the mounting 
plate 4, This almost certainly places the cutting blades in or near alignment with the drive shaft 
11- The arrangement of the cutting blades and drive shaft in the Saltus-Werk does not show that 
of the present invention. Reconsideration is requested. 

In view of all the foregoing, reconsideration and allowance of all pending claims are 
respectfully requested. If any additional fees are required, the Commissioner is hereby 
authorized to charge Deposit Account No, 50-1039, 
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